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excellently prepared, shows a robust plant in mature fruit, with culms 
vei\ palpably triangular and involucral leaves divergent —»Scirpus 
mucronatus, perfectly characteristic in every way. 

There is no material of this collection in the Herbarium of the 
Philadelphia Academy (where there are many Martindale duplicates), 
at the University of Pennsylvania, or presumably at New York or 
Cambridge, so it may be safely concluded that this occurrence of S. 
mucronalus at Camden was probably even more casual than the gen¬ 


erality of ballast plants 


many ot which, although persisting only a 


season or two, at least originally occurred in such numbers of indi¬ 
viduals as to be well, it not overly, represented in many herbariums. 

Scirpus mucronatus at Camden may be noted as a matter of historical 
record, but thus only. 

Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia. 


NOTES ON THE CLAYTON HERBARIUM. 


S. F. Blake. 


(Continued from page 28.) 


4. Dioscorea tillosa L. Sp. ii. 1033 (1753). 1 In his recent revision 
of North American Dioscorea Bartlett (Bull. Bur. PI. Indus. No. 
189. 0-10, 15 (1910)) has displaced this name by D. paniculata Michx. 
on grounds which do not seem to me sufficient for the overthrow of the 
Linnaean name. Although the Linnaean species is certain! v a com¬ 
plex, as Bartlett has clearly pointed out, it is by no means more likely 
to be a “source of permanent error and confusion” than are scores of 
Linnaean names today kept up by practically all authors. The only 
element in the published description determinable in the light of 
present-day knowledge is Clayton’s number 94, which is D. paniculata 

l Dioscorea villosa. 

“7. I >1'' < (>m;.\ foliis cordutis alternis opposiUsque, caule laevi. 

“Dioscorea foliis cordutis acuminatis: nervis luteralibus ad medium folii terminatis Cron 
virg. 121* 

“ R ry ( *"i<«« similis floridana, muscosis floribus qiiernis, folliis subtus lanugine villosis: medio 
nervo in spinulam abeunte. Pluk. aim . 46. /. 375./. 5. 

“Habitat in Virginia, Florida.” 
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of Bartlett’s revision; the Plukenetian synonym is unidentifiable. 
It should be borne in mind that Clayton’s plants were worked out 
bv Gronovius with the constant assistance of Linnaeus and that cita¬ 
tions from the Flora Virginica have therefore, as represented by still 
extant specimens actually seen by Linnaeus, a greater value today in 
the interpretation of Linnaean species than the often unintelligible 
descriptions and figures of earlier writers not now authenticated by 
specimens. The usual identity of citations of older authors in both 
the Flora Virginica and the Species Plantarum is also significant in 
this connection and may be taken as indicating the probability that 
the synonymy of the earlier work was likewise due to the cooperation 
of Gronovius and Linnaeus, and was later adopted directly by Lin¬ 
naeus for the Species Plantarum. In any case, the fact that the 
Flora Virginica is nearly always the first cited and that its species are 
still represented by a nearly complete suite of specimens, while those 
of the older authors have in most cases to be determined on the basis 
of more or less dubious figures and descriptions, makes it of supreme 
importance in the determination of Linnaean names based on com¬ 
plexes of the sort exemplified in Dioscorea villosa. It seems to the 
writer that D. villosa L. must be retained, as it was by nearly all 
the early American authors, and based on Gronovius’s Dioscorea foliis 
cordatis acuminatis &c., which rests on Clayton 94, the Plukenetian 
synonym being excluded, and Michaux’s D. paniculata, published as a 
mere renaming of the Linnaean species, referred to its synonymy. 
The glabrous-leaved variety, 1). paniculata var. glabrifolia Bartlett, 
1. c. 15 (1910), recorded from Connecticut to Kansas and Texas by 
Bartlett, and later from southwestern Michigan by E. J. Hill (IIho- 
dora xiii. 35 (1911)), becomes 1). villosa L. var. glabrifolia 

(Bartlett). 

5. Lechea major L. Sp. i. 90 (1753). 1 — Helianthemum majus (L.) 
BSP. Prel. Cat. 6 (1888), in part.— The type of this species, collected 
by Clayton (“in Collibus arenosis promontorii Point Comfort dicti 
Comit: Glocestiae”), is the same species as Cistus canadensis L. Sp. 
i. 526 (1753), 2 the Helianthemum canadcnse of Michaux, FI. i. 308 

1 Lechea major. 

“2. LECHEA foliis ovati-lanceolatis, floribus lateral ibus vagis. den. nov. 1074./. 4.* 

“Habitat in Canadae aridis." 

2 Cist us canadensis. 

“ 17. CISTUS herbaceus exstipulatus, foliis omnibus alternis lanceolatis, caule adscendente. 

“ Habitat in Canada. Kalm. Ql 

“Facies C. Helianthemi , sed Folia alterna.'' 
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(1803), at least as to name-bringing synonym. By Michaux the name 
Lechea major was applied to a true Lechea, now known as L. villosa 
Ml. Sk. i. 184 (1816). Elliott, when renaming the species, remarks; 
“As the L. major of Linnaeus is now understood to he the Cistus 
canadensis and not a Lechea, I have avoided the name to prevent 
confusion.” At about the same time attention was also called to the 


identity of the two names by Smith in Rees’s Encyclopedia (xx. no. 2 


( 1819”)); “\ow r it happens that the specimen in the Linnaean 
I lerbarium [of L. major] is no other than Cistus canadensis .” The 
sheet in the Linnaean Herbarium to which Smith refers bears three 
fruiting branches of II. canadense, but no data. The name llelian- 
themum canadense (L.) Michx. is employed by Elliott for the species 
(Sk. ii. 4 (1824)) and should according to the International Rules con¬ 
tinue to be used for the plant, although Lechea major has page priority 
over Cistus canadensis. 

For the plant to which Mr. Bicknell, when first drawing attention 
(Bull. Torr. Club xxi. 257—260 (1894)) to the dilferences between 
our two previously confused northeastern species, applied the name 
H elianthemum majus , the first available name seems to be Helian- 
themum propinquum Bicknell in Britton, Man. ed. 2. 1069 (1905)). 
This was published as a new species intermediate between II. majus 
(of auth.) and II. canadense, and is still upheld by Mr. Bicknell (Bull. 
Torr. Club xl. 615 (1913)) as distinct, but I am unable, after careful 
comparison of five good sheets ot material showing all stages of growth, 
collected by Mi. Bicknell and now in the Gray Herbarium, to discover 
any characters which seem to justify the separation of the plant 
as a species distinct from the II. majus of our present-day manuals — 
a conclusion in which 1 have the support of Prof. Fernald, who has 
previously worked on the group. Dr. Britton’s reference (Ill. FI. ed. 2. 
ii. 540 (1913)) of II. propinquum to II. georgianum ( hapm. is not 
supported by the Gray Herbarium specimens referred to the latter 


species. 


6. Oenothera fruticosa L. Sp. i. 346 (1753). 1 Tournetort’s Onagra 


1 Oenothera fruticosa. 

3. OhNOTHhRA foliis lanceolatis, capsulis acutangulis. 

“Oenothera floruin calyee monophyllo, hinc tan turn aperto. (iron. virg. 42. 


Tournef. in si. 302. 


“Onagra angustifolia, caule rubro, (lore minore. 

44 Habitat in Virginia. QJ, 

“Calyx purpurascens , telraphyllus , sed rumpitur altero saepius & unico latere. Tubus fili- 
fornns , angustissimus. C'apsula angulis 4 acutis compressis. Folia rarius deniiculata. ” 
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angustifolia &c., referred to this species by Linnaeus, is not identifiable, 
and the name must rest on Clayton’s specimens, on which the Grono- 
vian reference was based, and on the specimens in the Linnaean 
Herbarium. Clayton’s plants (nos. 36 & 333), now in the British 
Museum, are not the species now called 0. fruticosa, but are 0. linearis 
Mx. FI. i. 225 (1803). In the Linnaean Herbarium the species is 
represented by a single sheet bearing a large specimen and a fragment 
of 0. linearis, in addition to a fragment of the upper portion of a stem 
of the plant now treated as 0. fruticosa var. hirsuta Nutt. Under 
these circumstances it becomes necessary to adopt the name O. 
fruticosa L. for the plant we have been calling Oenothera linearis, 
which necessitates the following transfer: O. fruticosa L. var. 
Eamesii (Robinson) Blake ( 0. linearis Michx. var. Eamesii Robinson, 

Rhodora x. 34 (1908)). 

The earliest name clearly referring to a form of the 0. fruticosa of 
our manuals, among the many that have been referred by one author 
or another to this species, seems to be O. hybrida Michx. FI. i. 225 
(1803), the type of which in the Michauxian Herbarium at Paris was 
identified by Prof. Fernald in 1903 as 0. fruticosa L. var. hirsuta 
Nutt, (in Torr. & Gray, FI. i. 496 (1840)). The name O. hybrida 
Michx. must now be taken up for that plant. Of the earlier names 
which have been synonymized with 0. fruticosa (in the older sense), 
0. mollissima Walt. FI. Carol. 129 (1788) seems to have been 0. laci- 
niata Hill (1768), as the only specimens in the Walter Herbarium 
agreeing at all well with his description are of this species; 0. fiorida 
Salisb. Prod. 278 (1796) is a mere renaming of 0. fruticosa L.; 0 . tetra- 
gona Roth, Cat. Bot. ii. 39 (1799), is scarcely identifiable from descrip¬ 
tion, as it may have been either 0. hybrida (0. fruticosa var. hirsuta 
Nutt.) or one of the pubescent species such as 0. pratcnsis (Small) 
Robinson; and 0. chrysantha Michx. 1. c., referred to this species by 
Leveille in his monograph of the genus, is correctly identified in the 
Index Kewensis with 0. pumila L., as is shown by Prof. Fernald’s 
later determination of the type. 

For the less pubescent or subglabrous form, which has been treated 
as true 0. fruticosa by most writers, the earliest varietal name seems 
to be 0. fruticosa j8. ambigua Nutt. Gen. i. 247 (1818), described 
as “more or less pilose;...'.leaves lanceolate, or ovate-lanceolate, 
acute, subdenticulate, petals obcordate, longer than broad;. . . . cap¬ 
sule subsessile, always smooth, oblong, and 4-winged,” and said to be 
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common around Philadelphia, where “ in dry and exposed situations 
• • • it.. . .becomes very hairy, in wet places often perfectly smooth.” 
Although, as with the early writers generally, there may have been 
confusion in Nuttall’s mind with others of the closely related species 
of this group, his description applies with sufficient distinctness to the 
0. Jruticosa (typical) of our manuals to justify the adoption of his 
name for that form in its present varietal rank, as 0. iiybrida Michx. 
var. ambigua (Nutt.). I refrain from citing other probable synonyms 

of this form because of the uncertainty which, in the absence of 

%/ ' 

authentic specimens, must attend the identification of the older 
% 

descriptions of members of the Kneiffia group. 

7. Thapsia trifoliata L. Sp. i. 262 ' 1753). 1 The Gronovian refer¬ 
ence is based on Clayton 291, which is a young specimen of the plant 
called in the 7th edition of Gray’s Manual Thaspium aurcum Nutt, 
var. atropurpurcum (I)esr.) Coult. & Rose. The synonymy of the 
yellow form of this species and of Zizia a arm (I..) Koch has become 
badly confused. Thus Thaspium aurcum Nutt., used by Coulter & 
Rose (Bot. Gaz. xii. 135 (1887)) and by the 7th edition of Gray’s 
Manual, is based by Nuttall (Gen. i. 196 (1818)) on the name-bringing 
synonym Smyrnium aurcum Pursh, FI. i. 196 (1814), which in turn 
rests on the same name of Willdenow (Sp. i. 146S (1798)), and this on 
that of Linnaeus (Sp. ed. 1. i. 262 (1753), ed. 2. i. 377 (1762)). The 
same Smyrnmm aurcum of Linnaeus is also the basis of Zizia aurca 
Koch, Nov. Act. Caes. Leop. xii. 129 (1825). Obviously the name 
Smyrmum aurcum can not continue to do service as the basis of specific 
names in two different genera. Linnaeus’s 8. aurcum is now recog¬ 
nized as applying to the Zizia (Z. aurca (L.) Koch), and the name to be 
used for the purple-flowered Thaspium is accordingly Thaspium 
trifoliatum (L.) Gray (as to syn.), Man. ed. 2. 156 (1856), with which 
Smyrnium atro-purpureum Desr. in Lam. Ency. iii. 667 (1789), with 
its various subsequent combinations, is synonymous. For the yellow- 

flowered form it becomes necessary to create a new name, since the 

%/ / 

various designations hitherto in use have been based on Thaspium 
aurcum Nutt., which as has been shown rests on Smyrnium aurcum L. 
and is not applicable to the Thaspium. It may be called: 


in 


1 Thapsia trifoliata . 

“4. THAPSIA foliis t<Tna(is ovatis. 

“Sium folio infimo cordato, caulinis ternatis; omnibus crenatis. Gron. virg. 31. 

Habitat in Virginia. 

“Semina singula gaudent idis 5, longitudinalihus, membranaceis, & involuera nulla sunt uti 
praeeedente, cum qua genera conjungo, qunmvis facie diversa." 


A A 
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Thaspium trifoliatum (L.) Gray var. flavum: omnino ut apud 
plantain typicam sed floribus aureis.— As type may be designated 
a sheet from Illinois: rich woods, Peoria, May & July, 1904, F. E. 
McDonald (in Gray Herb.) 

8. Azalea lutea L. Sp. i. 150 (1753). 1 — A. nudiflora L. Sp. ed. 2. 
i. 214 (1762). 2 * * 5 —In recent floras Azalea lutea L. has been considered 
identical with A. calendulacea Michx. (= Rhododendron calendulaceum 
(Michx.) Torr.), while A. nudiflora L. (= Rhododendron nudiflorum 
I,.) Torr.) is retained for an entirely different species with pink 
flowers. Comparison of the original descriptions of both species cited 
in the footnotes is sufficient to show, however, that the later A. nudi¬ 
flora is a mere renaming of A. lutea, since the added citations have 

introduced no new element into the species. 

The Clayton plant, type of the Azalea ramis infra flores nudis of 

Gronovius, is Rhododendron canescens (Michx.) H. Hon; the specimen 
of Azalea nudiflora in the Cliffortian Herbarium is the R. nudiflorum 
of authors; the Colden plant, from which the specific name first used 
by Linnaeus w r as derived, was probably R. calendulaceum (Michx.) 
Torr.; and the plant of Plukenet, not now represented by a specimen, 
is scaredy determinable. The material in the Linnaean Herbarium, 
consisting of two sheets from Iv;dm labelled nudiflora, represents the 
R. nudiflorum of present treatments. The Linnaean Azalea lutea 
(and A. nudiflora , its straight synonym) thus included the three species 
now generally known as Rhodendron nudiflorum, R. canescens, and 
R. calendulaceum. All three were described as new by Michaux in 
1803 under the names Azalea periclymenoides, .4. canescens, and A. 
calendulacea. Pursh, the next writer on these species, retained all 


1 Azalea lutea. 

“3. AZALEA foliis ovatis, corollis pilosis, staminibus longissimis. 

“Azalea ramis infra flores midis. Gron. virg. 21. 

“Azalea scapo nudo, floribus confertis terminalibus, stainimhus declinatis. ilort. cliff. 69. 
“Azalea erecta, foliis ovatis integris alternis, flore luteo piloso praecoci. Cold. ebor. 25. 
“Cistus virginiana, periclymeni flore ampliori minus odorato. Pluk. manl. 49. 

“Habitat in Virginia. ^ ’ 

5 Azalea nudiflora. 

“2. AZALEA foliis ovatis, corollis pilosis, staminibus longissimis. Kalm. it. 3. p. 110. 

Duham. orb. 1. p. 85. t. 3. 

“Azalea ramis infra flores nudis. Gron. virg. 21. 

“Azalea scapo nudo, floribus confertis terminalibus, staminibus declinatis. Uort. cliff. 69. 
Tretv. ehret. 48. 

“Azalea erecta, foliis ovatis integris alternis, flore luteo piloso praecoci. Cold. ebor. 25. 
“Cistus virginiana, periclymeni flore ampliori minus odorato. Pluk. manl. 49. 

“ Habitat in Virginiae siccis. 12 • 

“ Floret ante folia vet sub ipso vernatione & stamina geril duplo corollis longiora.” 
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(lift. 


dijlora 


as determining the application of the name, particularly since he was 
followed by Torrey in 1824 when the latter transferred these species 


to Rhododendron. The name 


dijlora or R. nudijl 


thus become definitely fixed on the A. per icl y men aides of Michaux, 
and its straight synonym A. lutea must be attributed to the same 
species. The specimen in the Hortus Cliffortianus may be considered 
the type. As it happens, however, the name lutea cannot be taken up 
for our common pink-flowered Azalea, because of the valid Rhododen¬ 
dron luteum Sweet, Hort. Brit. ed. 2. 343 (1830), applied to a species 
of Turkey and validated by his reference to plate 433 (1799) of the 
Botanical Magazine. The combination Rhododendron luteum, based 
on Azalea lutea L., has recently been made by Schneider (Ill. Handb. 
Laubholzk. ii. 500 (1911); see also p. 1046, where R. calendulaceum 
is adopted in place of his Ii. luteum on account of the prior homonym 
of Sweet), but unfortunately he follows our recent manuals instead of 
the earlier and correct disposition of the name in the Synoptical Flora 
(ii. pt. 1.41 (18/8)), and refers the name to R. calendulaceum, retain- 


iifl 


Those who retain the genus 


Azalea as distinct from Rhododendron, however, must either adopt A. 
lutea for the pink-flowered species or take up Michaux’s A. pericly- 
menoides and discard altogether A. lutea and A. nudiflora. 


Gray Herbarium. 


(To be continued.) 


